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Technical Panel Evaluation: Screens-Passage Proposal # ~/~" I0~ ~          o,

Cdf4da ,, Rank Description o,
,, ~; , Comments/,�ladfy]ng Questions

Eco~gical/ !High: Requirements for "Medium" rank are met. Project clearly and comprehensively
Blok>g~.al ’addresses a major entrainmentJbarrier problem at a critical site. Project is located in an
Benefits area of documented high use (or potential use) by priority species. Without the project,

existing, ongoing impacts to pdodty species are expected to be significant due to¯
size/location/nature of entrainment/barrier problems. ERP recognizes entrainment/barrier ~. ~ ~ 5~,~,.~.~j~,~,.~ ~u~,~’~concerns in the area. Benefits would be realized system -wide d.ue to links to
complementary phases/proposals/projects in the watershed. ~ C~N,. \"~..

Medium: Project proVides clear benefits to priority species, or addresses key data needs’." ’~

Potential benefits such as barder removal and/or protection from entrainment are clear
and quantifiable (i.e. miles of up stream habitat, or volume of water screened). Project
Iocatio~ and size are consistent with protection/enhancement for the species of interest.
Project appears to be the most viable alternative for the site. Project is consistent with
ERP goals, and other CALFED objectives and/or other projects. ~

Low:’ Benefits to priority species are remote, dubious, (;~ u’nclear. Site of project has
marginal aquatic habitat quality, or low potential for Increased fish populations (priority
specibs)’. Better alternatives to the project are likely. Project potentially conflicts with
other projects andlor CALI~ED objectives (such as Water Supply Reliability).

Tedmical High: Requirements for "Medium" rank are met. Project type is of proven feasibility and .....
Fea.dbility and there are no obstacles to implementation. Project is ready for initiation. There are no
T~ning remaining implementation issues. Project timing complements or enhances other P.,~.H~ ~’~ ,o}~,,,,~’~ ~ ~0J,~,x.."

phases/projects/programs. Environmental compliance needs are identified and already at
least padially addressed. Project is already idenlified as the best alternative. ~ ~ ~ ~. :)h~t /~u~,

Medium: Project is technically feasible and no major obstacles to implementation are ~
v"~’~ ~r~"~’~"~L’-- "~ ~’’"

expected. Proposed tasks are ready to be Initiated. Environmental compliance needs are ~ JO~’~"s~" ~ ~"~’~ ~
identified. Any outstanding Implementation Issues are Identified and addressed.
Alternatives are evaluated. Proposed schedule is compatible with CALFED process.

Low: Technical feasibility is questionable. Potentially major obstacles to Implementation
exist. Project tasks are.not ready to be Initiated. Alternatives not considered.
Environmental documentation needs not Identified. Proposed schedule isincompatible
with CALFED process.
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Criteria        Rank l)e$cdption                                                              ~                  :F Comments/Clarifying Quastiorm
Monilo~g and High: Requirements for "Medium" rank are met. Biological/ecological objectives cleady
Data Cotiection identified. Detailed monitoring plan already developed, with protocols and parameters.

idenlified. Monitoring integrated with other existing programs, if appropriate. Peer review
)rocess in place and review organizations identified. Monitoring and data collection
information summarized in table.
Medium: Biological/ecological objectives identified, and approach to monitoring identified.
An appropriate monitoring plan is described, or planned for development as pad of the
project. Specific monitoring parameters and protocols are identified as appropriate.
Coordination with other programs tired. Data evaluation approach and review process
addressed. Summary table for biological/ecological objectives provided.

Low: No biological/ecological objectives identified. Monitoring plan and approach unclear
or missing. No monitoring parameters identified. Data evaluation approach unclear; no
I peer review of monitoring data.

Local IHigh: Requirements for "Medium" rank are met. Documentation of local and landowner
i lnvolvement :support provided. Public outreach activities have already occurred or are ongoing. Public

oulrea, ch plan is in place. Access has been granted, and there are no 3rd party Impacts.

Medium: Documentation of County notification attached. Other local groups &
landowners identified and their level of support indicated. Plan for necessary public
outreach described. Written permission for property access or use provided, as
applicable. Potential 3rd pady impacts Identified.
Low: County not notified. Local groups or landowners not identified or not supportive.
Access uncertain, 3rd party Impacts possibly significant.

Cost High: Requirements for "Medium" rank are met. All requested cost information provided.
Project is highly cost effective for the benefits expected, yet costs are realistic for the
scope of work. Administrative costs and functions are cleady described, and
administrative costs are a low percentage of overall cost.
Medium: Requested cost information is clear and complete, broken down by task as
appropriate. Quarterly budgets are provided. Project management costs are specified.
Costs appear reasonable for the progosed level of effod. Applicant’s resources are used °

to maximize cost effectiveness. Funding sources for O&M are identified. Administrative
costs and functions cleady described.

.!

¯        F.’~xojec~61071.05~oub~tc~psp99~Tp_eval.xls, Screens-Passage                  Page 2 of 3                                                          4/2"/Re



-Technical Panel Evaluation: Screens-Passage Proposal

¯ ¯ Rank

Cdt~da R=nk De=cdption ~ = ~ Commen~ Cl=d~ing Que=tion=
L~: Cost information in~plele ~ insu~den~y detailed. Olher re~urces not ~ng
us~ to ~xi~ze ~st effe~iveness. O&M fu~ing ~ur~s not ~entified. Costs ap~ar
’umea~ably high, or are insu~cient, to a~ish Ihe pro~sed s~ of wo~.

, ~ministrative cosls not includ~ ~ unreasonabl~ high.
~t S~ng High: R~uirements for "M~ium" rank are met. At least half of I~e project ~st is provided

fr~ other ~r~s. Commitments from othe~ fu~in~ sources are fi~.
M~ium: O~r entities a~or appli~nt(s) shadng in the ~st are iden~fi~. Some ~st

~ .
s~re, or in-ki~ se~ices, are provide. S~tus of other funding commitments is indictS,
a~ any relevant ~st-sharing r~uirements disclosed.
L~: No ~st share or in-kind sewices are provide.

~t High: R~uiremenls for "M~ium" rank are met. I~ividuals or organi~tlons Mve
~~ extensive, su~ssful ex~de~e In ~e~ similar ryesof proj~. ~y previous

CALFED relal~ ~ntracts are ~i~ (~ ~ve ~en) su~essfully execute.

M~ium: Organi~tion of s~ff a~ ~dlci~nt ~gani~tlons is clear. R~nslbllltles of
i~iv~ls a~ ~g~izatl~s am ~tlfl~ f~ t~nl~l, admlnlstra~ve, a~ ~nage~nt
r~es~ B~ket~es are pro~d~ ~t i~[~te a~p~ble levels of ex~dlse for ~e pr~.
Poten~al ~nflicts of Interest are dl~los~.

L~: Or~a~ of s~ff or ~nt ~n~s Is not clear. Individual
r~sl~li~ ~t deriV. Inf~ is in~ete. Slgnifi~nt, or u~l~,
~ ~ int~est exist.


